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PREFACE. 



The great body of Hindu Philosophy is based upon six sets of very 
concise Aphorisms. Without a commentary the Aphorisms are scarcely 
intelligible, they being designed not so much to communicate the doc- 
trine of the particular school, as to aid, by the briefest possible sugges- 
tions, the memory of him to whom the doctrine shall have been already 
communicated. To this end they are admirably adapted ; and, this 
being their end, the obscurity, which must needs attach to them in the 
eyes of the uninstructed, is not chargeable upon them as a fault. 

For various reasons it is desirable that there should be an accurate 
translation of the Aphorisms, with so much of gloss as may be required 
to render them intelligible. A class of pandits, in the Benares Sanskrit 
College, having been induced to learn English, it is contemplated that a 
version of the Aphorisms, brought out in successive portions, shall be sub- 
mitted to the criticism of these men, and, through them, of other learn- 
ed Brahmans, so that any errors in the version may have the best chance 
of being discovered and rectified. The employment of such a version 
as a class-book is designed to subserve further the attempt to determine 
accurately the aspect of the philosophical terminology of the East as 
regards that of the West. 



J. R. B. 



Benares College, 
5th January, 1851. 
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THE APHORISMS KNOWN AS THE BRAHMA- St/- 
TRAS, THE S'ARfRAKA Sl/TRAS, OR THE 
VEDANTA-StTTRAS. 



Book I. Chapter I. 



Salutation to the venerable Ganes'a ! 

I reverence the pair of feet of the venerable Rama, the instru- 
ment [in the attainment] of undivided joy, — from the touch of 
the dust whereof even a stone [ — in the shape of the petrified 
Ahalya, the wife of Gautama, whose story may be found in the 
Rdmdyana — Book I. sect. 38 — ] attained felicity.* 

Section I. 

Of The First Cause op the Universe. 

a. Finding one, in this world, who had 
The reader to whom , , __ , . _ 

the work is addressed. perused the Vedas in conformity with the 

injunction of their constant perusal, and 

A V* 

A 
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2 the vedXnta aphorisms. 

[hence] possessing a rough knowledge [of the sense of what he 
had thus perseveringly perused] , desiring to attain the chief end 
of [the soul of] man [ — the " summum bonum" — ], not hanker- 
ing after the fruits of this world or of any one beyond it[ — finding 
such a one — ], the pre-eminently benevolent Badarayana apho- 
rised* — as follows. 

Aph. 1. Next, therefore, [O student that 

The subject proposed. hast attained ^us far] a desire to know God 

[is to be entertained by thee] . 

a. Here the word ' next* means immediately on the [enqui- 
rer's] attainment of the quaternion of requisitesf — [which, as 
explained in the Veddnta-sdra, § 9, are] a perception of the dis- 
tinction of the eternal reality from the transient, a disregard of 
the enjoyment of the fruits of both here and hereafter, the pos- 
session of tranquillity and self-restraint, and the desire of libe- 
ration 4] 

b. The word ' therefore* refers to the reason [why a desire to 
know the nature of God ought to be experienced by the student 
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BOOK I. CH. It SECT. I. 3 

properly qualified to enter upon the enquiry ; — and this reason 
is] because the Veda itself shows us that the fruits of keeping up 
the sacred fire and of the like expedients [for the attainment J of 
blessedness, are not eternal* For example [the Veda declares] — 
M As, here, the world obtained by works perishes, just so, yonder, 
the world obtained by virtue perishes."t So too it shows us that 
the chief end of [the soul of] man is [to be attained] through the 
knowledge of God— [for the Veda tells us] " He who knows 
God obtains the highest" &C.J Therefore what is awanting [to 
supply the ellipsis in the aphorism] is this, that " after the attain- 
ment of the requisites, as declared, a desire to know God is to be 
formed."§ 

c. The expression brahma- jijndsd meaii9 1 desire to know God* 
— [being made up of the two words brahma and jijndsd.] The 
word jijndsd [according to its etymology as a desiderative deriva- 
tive from the root jnd * to know'] means c the desire to know;'— 
and the word brahma 'God' means what is next to be told. || 
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THE VEDANTA APHORISMS. 



d. In the preceding aphorism it was stated that God ought to 
be desired to be known. How then, [it will of coarse be asked,] 
is this 1 God' denned [-—or, in other words, what is the character- 
istic mark — lakshana — by which we may be able to recognise the 
object of onr search — ] ? Therefore the venerable maker of the 
aphorisms declares as follows.* 



o. The compound [janmddi — rendered ' birth &c.' and mean- 
ing literally] 1 that of which the first is birth or production,' is 
a Bahuvrihi compound of the kind [mentioned in the Laghu 
Kaumudi, under No. 541, as] " denoting that of which the mat- 
ters implied in the name are perceived along with the thing it- 
self." [For] the meaning of the compound is ' birth, continu- 
ance, and dissolution :t' C — so that ' birth,' which is a part of the 
compound word, is also a part of the thing meant by the com - 

pound]. x 

b. And [as some one may ask why, in the compound word 
denoting 'birth continuance and dissolution', we speak of 'birth,' 
rather than of either of the others, as the first, — we may mention 
that] the treatment of 'birth' as the first has a regard both to the 
teachings of the Veda and to the nature of things. The teaching 



mrffV t?t: ii ^ ii 



What it meant by the 
name ' God.* 



Aph. 2. [God is that one] Whence the 
birth &c. of this [universe results.] 
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of the Veda, on the one hand, [authorises the form of expression 
in question] by exhibiting the consecutive order, of birth continu- 
ance and dissolution, in the sentence beginning with " or whence 
these elements are produced" &c. The nature of things also [au- 
thorises the form of expression in question] because the continu- 
ance or the dissolution is possible of that concrete thing alone 
which, through production, has obtained an existence.* 

c. ' Of this' — i. e. of whatever concrete 
The created universe thing is presented to those [our instruments 

as far as we are con- of cogn i t i on -] among which the senses stand 
cerned ' first.t By the 'this,' then, is denoted the 

things concreted with those properties whereof the being produced 
is the first in order. By the 'whence' is denoted the [Grand 
First] Cause.}: 

d. The meaning, then, of the aphorism 
^ is this, that, That One is God, from Whom, 

God * according™ the Omniscient, Almighty, First Cause, there 



Aphonsm when explica- is the production the continuance and the 

dissolution of this world, adjusted as it is 



* *i**ii^"Tf%fsf ^frfa^Snw* w^rrn^"^" i Tfitfa- 

»-» S» VJ 

f^T^rwr v i *nfr T*nf* *\?nf*i *ii<4*n T^f^fH. 



6 THE V ED ANT A APHORISMS. 

with its names and natures— [for language, as well as the things 
about which language is conversant, is regarded as the work 
of God — ], furnished with its various agents & experiencers, the 
locality where are [experienced] those [fruits] of action which 
[fruits] are determined by established places and times — 
[for the character of a bare act, such as the extending of 
one's arm, is determined by the fact whether there and then that 
action was appropriate]—, and the nature of the construction of 
which [world] even the mind cannot conceive.* And thus, 
then, the characteristic of God— or that by which we are to re- 
cognise what is meant when the word 1 God* is employed — is 
this, that He is the cause of the production §-c. of the world.-f 

e. Here [ — i. e. in speaking of the modes of mundane things — ] 
we take in [or specify] production continuance and dissolution 
[and no others], because the other modifications of state are 
included under those three.J 

/. By saying that God is the Cause of the world, the maker 
of the aphorisms has, by the sense of the sentence, laid down the 
proposition that He is Omniscient ; because creation, by one in- 
telligent, presupposes knowledge. And thus God knows all be- 
cause He made all. It is an admitted principle that he who 

^rfrT ct^t v^m: 1 1 
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BOOK f. CH. I. SECT. I. 7 

makes anything knows it, — as a potter* [knows a water-jar— so 
far forth as it is a water-jar — else how could he make one ? and 
God made everything so far forth as it is anything] . 

g. By being represented as the Cause of the world, God was 
implied to be omniscient and almighty. It is merely to impress 
this that he saysf [as follows] . 

Aph. 3. [That God is omniscient fol- 
How we are certain lows] from the fact of [His] being the source 
that God is omniscient, of the Scriptures, [ — or — on an alternative 

rendering — from the fact that the Scriptures, 
which declare this omniscience, are the source — scilicet of our 
knowledge— of Him.] 

a. God is the source, i. e. the [only possible ] cause, of a 
great Scripture such as the Rig-veda, augmented by its various 
repertories of learning [—meaning those appendages of the 
Veda, grammar &c.] — illuminating, . as a lamp, everything, and 
[itself] the next thing to something omniscient. For— of such 
a Scripture as the Rig-veda and the like, which [by containing 

qfl g -df * ?Wft TOT $*TTO *frT .1 

II 
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8 THE VEDANTA APHORISMS. 

• 

information in regard to everything] is associated with the qualities 
of one omniscient, the origin could not have been from one 
otherwise than omniscient.* 

b. [In illustration of this, it may be 

indent ° b8erVed th8t ] iX U aU admitted fa0t that 

which this certainty is whatever treatise, embracing a wide range 

arrived at. ^ topics, emanates from any particular 

man — as the grammar, for example, from P6nini— , although its 
topics be but a part of what is capable of being known [ — or 
of the omnescibile — ], — that man, even in consideration of that 
is inferred to be exceedingly knowingf [—and the author of a 
work that explains everything must, by parity of reasoning, be 
inferred to be omniscient.] 

c. [And the omniscience of God may be learned] from such 
texts of the Veda as this, viz., " The Rig-veda, and the Yajur-veda 
is [—notwithstanding its excellence — not the product of labor- 
ious effort, but] the mere out-breathing of this Great Being." 
The drift of this text is this, viz., — what need is there to declare 



^t^tw ^^J^f^tww w^nt nfad<a *r4in^TW- 
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BOOK I. CH. I. SECT. I. 9 

the omniscience and the omnipotence of that Great Being, the 
Absolute, when he is [proved to be omniscient &c. by his being 
recognised as] the source of such works as the Rig-veda 
&c * ? 

d. [But there is another interpretation of 
The alternative ren- the aphorism, for, according to the commen- 
dering of the third ^ j otherwiae _ the Scripture, i. e. the 
Aphorism* 

Rig-veda and the rest, as above described, — 
is the source or cause or proof of Him,-—o( God— as for as re- 
gards our comprehension of His nature : — that is to say — it is 
from the Scriptures, as our evidence for the fact, that we come to 
comprehend that He is the cause of the production &c. of the 
world. t Such a text C — from which the fact may be learned that 
God is the cause of the production &c. of the world — ] is that 
one already cited under the preceding aphorism — viz., " Or 



B 
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THE VEDXNTA APH0RTS5JH. 



whence these elements are produced" &c* [see § 2. c] 

e. [In the foregoing Aphorism, according 

Objections, of the ., , . ... , 

uat \ „ , „ to its second interpretation, it is asserted 
Mtmdnsd, to the allega- . 

. , that the Institutes are what make us to know 

/ton that the Veda aims 

directly at revealing God *— but the followers of the Mtmdnsd 
God. object to this, declaring that the direct de- 

sign of the Scriptures i3 to reveal what we 
ought to do — and not to reveal God apart from any consideration 
of a line of conduct to be followed in respect of Him. In or- 
der to obviate these objections, the orthodox tenet is laid down 
in the aphorism here following.] 

m 

?TrT TOWFT 1 1 8 1 1 

Aph. 4. But That One [—viz. God— 
That it aims directly j s wna t the Scriptures declare, not with a 
at revealing God— the fcQ an y^]||ug ulterior, but simply in or- 

onlu consistent theory , . 

of the Veda what is so declared may be known ; 

and we make this assertion] because there is 
consistency [in this view, whilst the opposite view would land ua 
in inconsistencies.] 

a. The word "but" is intended to rebut the first view of the 
casef [stated in §. 3. e.] 



* xr^rg^TTrt *n rynft wrfa stprt 
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BOOK I. CH. It SECT. T. 11 

b. "That One," i. e. God, is declared in the Veddntas [ — i. e. 
in those theological sections of the Vedas usually termed upani- 
shads — ] as the direct object of declaration [ — and not merely, see 
§. 3. e., — as a mediate step to the injunction of works :]— 
why ? — "because there is consistency." Consistency means the 
suiting of expressions well together among themselves— and that 
is our reason*[ — in as much as we find this consistency among the 
expressions of Scripture when we hold the pronoun "That" to re- 
fer to God, but not otherwise]. 

c. [We make the assertions made in § 4 b, 

Consistency the test because it is a maxim that] consistency is 
of correct interprets ^ fa virfcue q{ which ftny Qne ^ of se _ 

veral offered interpretations] is [to be re- 
cognised as] that which conveys the real import.f 

d. Now, in order to demolish the opinion of those who wish 
[it to be believed] that God is set forth, in the theological part 
of the Vedas, [incidentally] through the injunction of devotions, 
and who do not wish [it to be believed] that the direct design 
[of the scriptures] is to declare God as He is, — another comment 
[on § 4] is undertaken.^ 



* ^T^* WH^Hr nfrT^T^^ I JfrT: I 

t ^sr^r 1 1 
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12 THE VEd/nTA APHORISMS. 

<?. In the opinion of these {followers of the Mimdnsu § 4 d., 
the theological parts of the Vedas announce God] not as what 
is to be declared for itself, but with a view to something ulterior 
{ — viz., as the object of the devotions which are enjoined]. 
They are not concerned [say these objectors] about God sim- 
ply as he is— because [if you assert that they are so, then] there 
is an absence of the characteristic [by which an Institute or 
S'dstra is recognized — viz. injunctions respecting] conduct. Since 
an Institute has in view [as its direct object] the doing and 
forbearing [which it enjoins in respect of acts to be done or 
forborne], it is not possible that the name of Institute [S'dstra 
—derived as it is from the root s'ds * to enact'] should belong 
[—as both parties agree it does belong — ] to it [ i. e. to the Upa~ 
nishad if the obj ect in view were merely God as he is* [and 
not as He is to be acted towards]. 

/. Further [the objector goes on to say], it would present 
no end to be gained [if the Upaniskad were intended merely to 
declare God as he is — which declaration according to the Ve- 

d&nta, be it remembered, involves, the de- 

Remark, of the Mi- Nation, addressed to every one that, 
mdnsd, that \f man, on (t ^ Thafc Q ne „_-| for we do nofc 

knowing God, is God, . . 

, see that any end is gained even on the 
he does not seem to be " 

much the better for it. knowledge taking place that " I am Brah- 
ma." If the end were gained thrpugh such 
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knowledge [which knowledge, you assert, it is the direct pur- 
pose of the Scriptures to communicate], then there would not 
be [as, however, there is,] the enjoining of such things as 
Meditation* [on the great fact — which to know at all is to know 
as completely as it can he known after any amount of medita- 
tion — for you either know it or you do not, the case not being 
one that admits of degrees.] 

g. Therefore [the objector concludes], since, on meeting 
with such injunctions as "Only towards Soul should he direct 
his devotions" — " He who knows Brahma, becomes Brahma" 
— " He who is desirous of becoming Brahma should effect 
an understanding of Brahma — or of Soul" — [since, on meeting 
with these] the question arises who is this f Soul' ? — all the 
Upanishads are serviceable [ — for we do not dispute their uti- 
lity — ] in as much as they declare Him £ — and, by answering 
the question, and so rendering the injunctions intelligible, sub- 
serve the direct aim of the Veda — viz. the conveying of injunc- 
tions ;] — and Emancipation is to be accomplished [not by a 
mere knowledge of God, but] by devotions. Well — this objec- 
tion having presented itself, it is stated [by the author of the 
Aphorisms in reply] " But That One, because there is consist- 
ency"-^— § 4.] The meaning is this, that, " That One,"i. c. 

__ ■ 

* Tift *$1«W«Wr I *r^T5TtfrT U^TT- 
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THE VEDANTA APHORISMS. 



God, is declared, in the theological parts of the Vedas, simpliciler ; 
— why? — because this leads to no inconsistency* — and the 
Mi [i wins a supposition does] . 

h. And it is not true, for the matter of 

Emancipation cannot .... , 

* , t * > r t ^at, that Emancipation is to be accom- 
be the fruit of works. r _ 

plished by [such works as] devotional exer- 
cises [§ 4. b.], for, since devotional exercise admits of degrees, 
there would be in the Emancipation thereby accomplished also 
differences of degree, and thus it would not be absolute-^ [ — which 
is what we do not allow to be Emancipation at all]. 

i. LA.nd devotional exercises, subserved 
The emancipated ne- ft knQwled of Go d_sec § 4. ^.-cannot 

cessarilg disembodied. ^ ^ emancipation _ see 

§ 4. h. — ] because, since a body is indispensable during the con- 
dition of enjoying the fruit of enjoined acts, there would be a 
body even in Emancipation [from the body and all that belongs 
to it — which is absurd] . 

Moreover [if the emancipated had a body] 
Absolute emancipa- there would not be [ — as, however, there 

tion implies the absence j g j the denial that the emancipated is 

of things pleasing as touched by what is phasing or displeasing 
well as of things dis- r hich denial we find in the following 
pleasing. 

text] viz., " Him that abideth bodiless nei« 



Wt^ zfft ^XK I ^fl* I <Trj ^RT^T^ I 



Digitized by 



BOOK t. OH. f. SECT. ft. 15 

M ther what is pleasing nor what is displeasing doth touch — 

for, if Emancipation were the fruit of meritorious acts then it 

would be something pleasing* [ — all the fruits of meritorious acts, 

according to Scripture, being something pleasant.] 

j. Therefore the theological parts of the Vedas are conversant 

about God directly, and not [indirectly] through injunctions 

[which give occasion for the mention of him— see § 4. g. — ;] 

and thus it is established that God is revealed by the Institutes 

independently t [ — i.e. simply to the end that He may be known]. 

k. Thus has it been stated, in four 
Summary, recapttu- ^ p ^ or j gmg t jj afc q Q( j j g ^ Omniscient. 
lative, of the first four * . * ' 
Aphorisms. the omm P otent > tne cause °f tfl e world, the 

object of revelation in the theological parts 

of the Vedas.J 

Section II. 
Confutation of the Atheistical doctrine 

OF THE SiNKHYAS. 

/. [The followiug question has been mooted ]— Is "That 
WTO V 1 1 
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16 THE VBDANTA APHORISMS. 

_ ... One" [spoken of in § 4 ] something 
The question whether . . . . . . . . , . . 

, _ " „ , thinking or something unthinking ? The 

/Ac Cause of the world 6 , r 

hintdlymtormmtem- Stokhyas, m regard to this, [ -admit- 

ting the authority, but taking liberties 
in regard to the interpretation, "of the 
Vedas,] say — " The cause of the world cannot be a God 
" who is fixed [in one perpetual and universal monotony of state], 
" because there is neither the possibility of knowledge nor of 
" action [in such a being] ; but Nature [ — see the Tattwa Samdsa 
§ 7. — ] is the cause of the world, because there is [in nature] 
that [viz. the possibility of knowledge and of action]. Taking 
" into account its [constituent] quality of purity [Tattwa Samdsa 
" § 96 — ] its capability of knowing follows of course, and, by 
w means of all its three qualities, it is capable of acting. [On the 
"other hand] Brahma, from being but one thing [along with 
" nothing else] cannot act : — therefore the Upanishads, by the 
" expression 1 That One/ speak of omniscient and omnipotent 
"Nature."* In the design to demolish the opinion of those 
"who hold this opinion], the following Aphorism originates." 

Aph. 5. [ "Nature"— as declared by the Sankhyas to be the 



tc 
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cause of the world — is] not so : — it is un- 
Bntte Nature not the 8Cr iptural, because of the " reflecting" [or 
Cause of the world, for „ aee - » which Scripture speaks of as be- 

the Cause is an intelli- . , °' ,. , A , * 

longing to That which is the cause of the 

gent one. 

world.] 

a. The " Nature" imagined [or postulated] by the S&nkhyas, 
is not the cause of the world. The reason [assigned in the Apho- 
rism, for saying so,] is this, that " it is un-scriptural." This 
[expression — viz. " un-scriptural" — ] is an epithet pregnant with 
a reason. He means to say, [Nature is not the cause of the 
world], because it is not this [viz. Nature] that the Scripture-— 
that is to say the Veda — furnishes the evidence of. The reason 
[for asserting] that Scripture does not furnish the evidence of 
what the SSnkhyas call « Nature," is [the word cited in the 
Aphorism — viz.] " reflecting" [ — or, literally, "seeing" — ] which 
term [as it stands in the Aphorism] denoting the verbal root itself 
[ — the employment of the word being that which the schoolmen 
term the tuppositio materia Us, and which the Sanskrit gram- 
marians term anukarana—] is intended to indicate [though it does 
not here denote} the sense of the verb "to see :" f [ — conf. the 
Sdhitya Darpana § 13. a.]. 

f. Mr. Colebrooke [—Essays Vol. I. p. 338.—], when rendering the 5th 
Aphorism, makes B/TDAB/TYana say " It is not so; — for 'wish' (consequently 
volition) is attributed to that cause." The verb, however, is not uA 'to wish, 
but (k$h ' to see.* 

C 
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18 THE VEDjCnTA APB0RTBM9. 

b. But then [the Sankhyas rejoin]— it is certain that the 
cause of the world is not [proved to be] God by the mere [men- 
tion of] "reflecting" [or "seeing"]— for we hear of senseless things 
seeing— e. g. Water and Light— in such texts as "The Light saw," 
"The Waters saw;"— and so likewise in regard to Nature the 
" seeing" is used in a secondary or transferred meaning* [-i. e. 
•tropically]. This [argument of the Sankhyas] having presented it- 
self, it is declaredf [by the author of the Aphorisms as follows.] 

Aph. 6. If [you say that the expres- 
J!SJSSLZ sion" seeing" is] employed tropically [the 
the cause of the -world reference being to Nature, which does not 
is intelligent, not to be « see " — then I say] No, — because of the 
explained away Jigura- wor( j < SouV [which is not applicable to Na- 
1ivel y- t ur e, and which is applied to That which is 

in question]. 

* *c n i untu (— Euava Vol. 1. p. 338—) views differently the scholns- 

J. If l^mrr '• and this is a secondary or transferred meaning.' So, in 

the BMiqra i/bt]» ! . ( Stance where a word, the 

• a herd-station on the ^"S" . '• .^r^e stream of water named the Ganges', 
^^n^^^t U^ -"Ol ' the ,*«.* there- 

tTff J^tl^Sor tSrreo « the' 

•«« lutlcd to n " ietc ? t ' a " n £ u .. . wm .i,r s cause • or in wh ch subordinate desig- 
Z2E3S. STas^in^o eTJ ndieateaninfe.orheing.hnt.re 
' <• shown to intend the supreme one. —See § 8. ^ 
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o. If you say that the word w seeiug" is used in a secondary 
sense [i. e. tropically] with reference to Nature, just as it is with 
reference to Water aud Light [§ 5. £.], it is not as you say. Why ? 
— " because of the word Soul" : — that is to say because we hear 
the word Soul* [applied to the Cause of the world, while it is not 
in any kind of way applicable to Nature]. 

b. But then [the Sankhyas may yet rejoin— dont say that,] 
but let the term ' Soul* also [as well as the term referred to in 
§ 5,] be used tropically with reference to Nature ; — or even say 
that it denotes it literally, for the term [as may be learned from 
the dictionary] has a variety of meanings. Because of this [sugges- 
tion of the Sankhyas] he saysf [as follows]. 

Aph. 7. [That " That One" is not 
ident^hLLfZ°ththe " Nature " m *Y be inferred] from the decla- 
cause of the world-can- ration that the Emancipation takes place of 
not be called upon to him who is intent upon " That"— [which 
identify himself with « That," if unintelligent,— as Nature is— it 
what is unintelligent. j 8 aDSUr( j t h at a thinking being should in- 
tently strive to identify himself with]. 

a. ' Nature* is not denoted by the word < Soul,'— because, in 
such texts as the one beginning t( The man that has a preceptor 

. u 
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knows/* and so on,— the Emancipation is declared [of whom}— ] 
of S'wstaketu mentioned in this text "That art thou, O S'weta- 
ketu !"— [but of S'wetaketu how circumstanced?— why— of S'we- 
taketu ] who is going to be emancipated after having been instruc- 
ted to fix his mind intently upon 'That One.' Now if unthinking 
' Nature' were here denoted by the word 'That,' then the precept 
"That art thou" would cause the intelligent S'wetaketu, desirous 
of Emancipation, to understand as follows— "O thinking S'weta- 
ketu ! — thou art something unthinking." Then he, on the au- 
thority of that precept, pondering [as we are directed to ponder 
the precept, but pondering it under the erroneous impression that 
it means him to understand] "I am something unthinking," 
would miss his Emancipation and go to ruin : — and thus the pre- 
cept would be [no better than] the babble -of an idiot: — and thii 
is not what we should like : — and therefore it is a settled point 
that the word " That" [§ 4] refers to an intelligent Being * 

b. But then [the Saukhyas may still contend] — let it be sup- 
posed [ — for the sake of argument — ] that " Soul" if declared, 

*r ssi 5**3 *wftf?r vrm' *?rr^^ i % 
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[ —but at all events admit that, in the first instance, it is declared 
not directly by the word "That/* in Aphorism § 4, but indirectly] 
through the declaration of " Nature" [which we still contend is 
denoted directly by the '* That"], in the same way as in [the di- 
rections for finding the small star Arundhati, beginning with] 
"The large Arundhati" &c. — With reference to this [wilily offered 
compromise of the Sankhyas] he says* — 

„„ . tr , Aph. 8. — And [you must not say that the 

What the Veda means LJ 3 

directly by the Cause " That"— § 4r-denotes "Nature," and that 
of the world is no rude the conception of "Nature" is afterwards to 
type of God but God be quitted for that of " Soul,"] because 
Himself. there is no direction that it [ — whatever the 

primary denotation of the "That" may be— ] is to be quitted 
[for any other]. 

a. If Nature, — meaning thereby something that is not Soul, — 
were denoted [in § 4] by the word "That," then, on that occasion 
[when the declaration wa9 made which runs thus — "That art 
thou" — ] the declaration [-for we cannot suppose the declaration 
designed to mislead— ] would have been "That — meaning That 
Soul — art thou:" — or, [if the ellipsis in the passage itself were 
still left unsupplied, — then assuredly] some precept, designed to 
declare the Supreme Soul, would tell us that that [first rude con- 
ception of God under the form of Nature] is to be quitledy — so 
that [we should understand, from that warning percept, that] he 
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[meaning S'wetaketu — see § 7» a.-] is not, is consequence of the 
[elliptically expressed] declaration of "That" [ — which, on the 
hypothesis under consideration, denotes u Nature" and nothing 
else — ] to become — through ignorance of the fact that Soul is 
meant — intent [in his meditations] upon that [which is not really 
meant through mentioned — viz. Nature. And this direction, to 
abandon the first rude conception after it had served its purpose 
of suggesting a better one, would resemble a familiar method of 
pointing out an object not itself readily discernible ; — for the 
process would be] like as when a person wishing to poiut out 
[the small star, in the consellation of the Pleiades, called] Arun- 
dhati, [first directs attention to the large star near it, and then] 
tells that the [large] star standing near it is [not the one wanted, 
but is] to be quitted, [and the small star, which that large one 
stands near, is the one to be observed] : — such is the meaning:* 
— [and this wily suggestion, of the Sankhyas, we Vedantins 
repel, — because if we were to admit that the primary {mukhya) 
sense of the word * That/ in Aph. 4., is 1 Nature,' and that it 
means * God 1 ( — if at all — ) only in a secondary (gauna) sense ; 
then you Sankhyas would go on to argue that your 'Nature' — 
for which you had secured the right of preoccupancy— suffices to 
account for the phenomena, and that the additional postulate 

of a Deity is an un philosophical superfluity] .t 

— . — ■ 

t Here compare the note on § 5. b. 
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b. The word « And " [—in the Aph. 8. 

The knowledge of God _j g intended not to connect the reason 
tnvohes all knowledge. tnere aS8 igned with any reason expressly 
assigned before, but] is intended to attach it in addition to [the 
unexpressed reason] that this [theory of the Sankhyas] is oppos- 
ed to the arriving at all knowledge by means of a single case of 
knowing * ; [and what we here assert — viz — ] that all knowledge 
is arrived at [not by the successive steps of the Sankhyas, but,] 
by one single knowing, is declared in Scripturef. 

c. That it is not Nature that is denoted by the term ' The 
Existent* in [the passage of Scripture beginning with] 'The Exis- 
tent alone, O Saumyal' — is inferrible also from the reason which 
he states t [in the following Aphorism]. 

Aph. 9. Because into Himself is the return [of all souls]. 

a. The meaning of the aphorism is this, 
It cannot be admitted r , u . . „ . . \ . . . 

, „ . ,. 0 ¥ . I that it cannot be nature that is spoken of 
that the thinking Soul ts L 1 

to be resolved into un- " see §• 8. c— as the * Existent'— i. e., the 
thinking Nature. c Self-existent'] — because of Absorption — 

i. e., because we hear [in Scripture] of the melting away [of pre- 
viously embodied souls] into Himself, who is in question, — the 
Soul that is denoted by the term 1 the Existent.' If Nature were 
what is there denoted by the term ' the Existent,' then there 
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would be this [absurd] contradictiou that the intelligent melts 
away into the unintelligent. Therefore the Cause of the World 
is that intelligent One, denoted by the term 'the Existent/ 
into whom is the return of all intelligences.* 

b. Moreoverf, [the assertion that not Nature but God is 
meant by ' the Existent/ or the Cause of the world, is proved by 
the reason stated in the Aphorism here following]. 

Aph. 10. From the sameness of the understanding [of the 
term 'the Existent* through out the scriptures]. 

a. The meaning is— [that God is meant by the term, and 
not Nature — to which it might be plausibly referred only in some 
passages-] because of the sameness of the understanding — i. e. of 
the recognising an intelligent Cause [ as spoken of] throughout 
the whole of the theological parts of the Vedas ; for we no- 
where find the contradictory assertion in one 

Tliat the Cause of the - „. 

wnrldisan intelligent sentence of an intelligent Cause and in ano- 

God-the only consis- ther one of an unintelligent one— but every- 
tent interpretation of ° . 

Scripture. where an intelligent Cause alone is under- 

stood. The texts [for example] about the order of creation, in 
the Taitiriya Upaniahad, exhibit Soul alone as the Cause. There- 

-^13?: i fir T*f% mns^r , ^«^^T*i <t^t 

snnzT <T\fH fkici ^TPT. I ^%^W^^^t %?RT*t 
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fore the net result [of the Aphorisms 6—10] is this that, which- 
ever way yoa view the matter, Nature is not what is meant by 
the term ' The Existent,' nor is it the Cause of the World*. 

b. Moreoverf [that the Cause of the World is not the unin- 
telligent but the intelligent, may be proved by the reason next 
to be stated— viz. — ] 

Aph. 11. And because it is so revealed [in Scripture]. 

«. The meaning is as follows That, by the term " Himself' 
[-see §9-], is meant an Omniscient Euler, the Cause of tfas 
World, [is proved] by the fact of its being so declared [in the 
scripture, — to take an instance-] in the Kwetdt'tpatara section of 
the Mantra Upanishad, where we are told " And of Him no one 
is the parent nor is any one the overruler" &c. Therefore it is a 
settled point that the Cause of the World is the Omniscient God, 
not unintelligent Nature or anything else ; and here the topic is 
concluded, 1 

* — »«' - » »^ »> ' ' i 

D 
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Chapter II. 
Section I. or the various names under 
which God is spoken op. 

b. But then, if thus [—see § 11 a—] it 
A deity vnthoul \ qua- ^ e p rove d by the Aphorisms § 1—11, that 

hties can be made the r J r 9 

subject of reflection only a11 the theological portions of the Vedas 
by being first spoken of refer to God the Omniscient and Omnipo- 
as if possessing quali- tent, — then what further remains, for the 
***** sake of which another Aphorism need be 

added? If you ask this — it is replied: — since a deity without 
qualities cannot have his nature described [—for the description of 
anything is just the enumeration of the qualities of the thing — ], 
you must consent to his being described as qualified by some 
characteristic* [ which does not in reality belong to him ; — just 
as, in seeking to determine the specific gravity, as compared 
with water, of a substance that is lighter than water, you must at- 
tach to it some other substance heavy enough to sink it, and then 
eliminate the superfluity from the joint result]. 

c. Some passages therein [i. e. in Scrip- 
A canon of interpre- t , m [intended to enjoin] devotions 

tatxon m respect of J « » • • 

passages where the dei. with a view to gradual emancipation; and 

ty is spoken of as having some are intended to convey a knowledge of 

qualities. • the truth; — and bo wherever, in a passage 

*rwif*nr ^ <un«<iwi «f»wtaPwfa jjfl W TiftiM : i 
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where qualities are spoken of, it is really intended to speak of 
the qualities, there the case in one of some religious observance 
[which it is intended to enjoin] ; but wherever the quality — 
though mentioned — is not intended to be spoken of, [but is em- 
ployed as a mere vehicle of the real meaning], there the passage 
is concerned about God as He is to be known [—not as He is to 
be acted towards]. It is with the view of determining this [i. e. 
of determining what are the passages in which the deity is spo- 
ken of as He is, or as He is to be acted towards, respectively,] 
that [ — notwithstanding the suggestion, in § 11,6., that no more 
need be said — ] the following aphorism is presented.* 

Aph. 12. He [—the deity without qua- 
What ts spoken of as ,. , , . . . 

consisting of joy, it " ties — J 18 tne O ne **** consists of joy" — 
Q 0 4 t because it is the practice [of the Veda to 

speak of Him by that name]. 
a. But then [some one may object], the term " the one that 
consists of joy" cannot refer to a deity who is without qualities — 
for such a one is not made up of portions of delight, [ — which the 
term would seem to imply — ], — but it refers to the embodied soul, 
for that is spoken of in scripture as being made up of joy : — Well, if 
any one says this, I reply, it is not thus. The Supreme Soul may 
properly [ be said to ] consist of joy— why ? — because [as sta- 
— ■ ■ — _— _ _ — . , » » 
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ted hi the apfcdrism] " ft is the practice;" —that k to iay, be- 
cause it is the practice [ of the Veda } very often to apply to God 
fhe tettft " consisting of joy."* 

6. I The next aphorism has referee 
MerTe^tolonsilt of To particularly to the objection that the term 

ind so, it is not <w«r- discussed in the preceding paragraph musf, 
ted that He was formed . ... . , - 

but ofso and so. In accordance with its grammatical form, 

mean some modification of something else, in which case, of 

course, it could not signify the Supreme 8oul ]. 

II ftlTO^Wf* *TjTPr,. www 

Aph. 13. If you say that it is not so [ — i. e. that the term 
dnandamaya— § 12— does not refer to God— ] because it is a 
word expressing what has undergone a change;— it is not as you 
say, —for it expresses the quantity [that constitutes, without any 
reference to there having been any change ]. 

a. But then [—we remark in explanation— some one may 
still object], that which is " made up of joy" cannot be God 
j\vho is not made up of anything antecedently existent]— why ? 
—because [—the objectof supposes—] the affix taayat [with 
which the word dnanda-maya "consisting of joy" is formed] im- 
plies a change [from one state or form to another— such as is 
undergone when curd is made out of milk, or a jar is made out 
Of clay], and it is absurd to suppose that God is in such a way 
made up of joy t -well, if any one says this, I reply, it is not 



Digitized by Google 



U CH. H. SEO. 1« 29 

tb«s. Why ?— « because it is quantity 1 ' [tbat is spoken of, and not 
change from one state to another],— that is to say, because hero 
the affix may at is employed with an eye to the quantity of joy* 
[—according to Pdnini V. 4. 21. — that is God j and not, as you 
suppose — according to Pacini IV. 3. 143.— ^that joy out of 
which Something was at any time first made up]. 

b. He next states another reason why the affix mayaf [§. 13. 
a.] is employed in the sense of quantity and not of change.t 

< 

^ Aph. 14. And [God must consist of joy 

HitMHf U if He 17 the ~ § 12— ] because He is called [in scrip- 
Cause of joy. ture] the cause thereof. 

a. That is to say — because, in scripture, God is named as 
the cause in respect thereof — i. e. of joy. f 

b. God is spoken of as the cause of joy in such texts as this 
—viz. " For He alone it is that causeth to rejoice." As those 
that enrich others must themselves be rich, so it is clear that there 
must be abundant joy with Him who causeth others to rejoice.§ 
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c. And he mentions that, for the following reason also, it must 
be the Supreme Soul that " consists of joy" * [ —as asserted in 
§ 12 — ] viz : — 

Aph, 15. And to the same effect [-—that 
d cc?H„a'?7a" £ the Supreme Soul,§ 12, consists of joy-] 
Veda agree in represen- j g 8ung th e comment on the hymn. 
ting Godas made up of „ - „ t , . . ru v • 

joy, r J a. " Is sung"— that is to say, [by being 

sung] declares. [The drift of this argument is this]— because 
both the hymns (mantra) and the doctrinal portions of the scrip- 
ture (brdhmana) are unanimousf [in representing the Supreme 
Soul as consisting of joy]. 

b. And he states that it must be the Supreme Soul and not any 
embodied soul that is meant by the term " consisting of joy*' 
[J. 12], for the following reason.J 

Aim i. in. It is none other [than God, 
4 h Z% that is spoken of-see §. 12.-as consisting 

God is here meant. of joy,"] because there is an absurdity [in 
any other supposition] . 

a. That is to say— it is not any embodied soul— from the Lord 
downwards [ see Vedanta Lecture No. 25]— that is meant by the 
term "consisting of joy :"— Why ? H Because there is an absurdity." 

«■ 

* id-qi«K *nr: *rc*ici*«n'* n 
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The meaning of the aphorism is this, that, antecedently to the 
creation [of the body] of "the Lord," we are told that He 
[ of whom the term " consisting of joy" is correctly predicable] 
was one that reflected [ see § 6 ], One that .was Himself His 
creation, and One that was the cause of the creation [see § 2. 
and Vedanta Lecture, No. 40] ; and all this would be absurd 
[ if predicated of any other than the Supreme Soul ] : — that is to 
say — since knowledge belonging to any inferior soul is dependent 
on there being a body — there could have been no reflection* [by 
any such soul antecedently to the creation J, 

b. Moreoverf [any inferior soul is not what is meant by " that 
which consists of joy" — § 12 — for the following reason ]. 

Aph. 17. And [ the inferior soul is not 
tdluspVk^ofa, 'en- what consists of joy ] because they are spo- 
$isting of joy. ken of [ in Scripture ] as distinct. 

a. The inferior soul is not what consists of joy; — why? 
because the inferior soul and that which consists of joy are spoken 
of as being distinct ; — such is the meaning. What is here referred 
to is this, that, in the passage [for example] of the Taitiriya 
[section of the Veda] beginning " Truly that joy &c." the One 
" that consists of joy" and the inferior soul are spoken of under 
the respectively different characters of " what is to be obtained" 
and " the obtainer ;"— for the obtainer is not the same as that 

t fang- i 
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which he is to obtain * [—and the inferior aoul it here directed 
to aspire after "the One that consists pf joy"]. 

b. But then [the followers of the Saakhya will probably bene 
suggest]— let it be Nature that is denoted by the term " co»- 
gisting of joy* 1 [§ 12]. With reference to this he says as followsf. 

A ph . 18. And by reason of desire (which 

•ent ' Nature ^kat^spo- *■ attributed to that "which consists of 
ken of as consisting of joy"] no regard [is to be shown] to tb« 
J0y ' argument [of the Sankhyas, who attempt 

to prove that it is their unintelligent Nature that is spoken of in 
scripture as "consisting of joy"]. 

a. That is to say — we do not regard— i. e. we do not admit 
that Nature is " what consists of joy", or that it is the cause 
[of joy — see § 14 — ]. Why ?— " by reason of desire ;"— i. e. 
because we find in Scripture, where the topic is u what consists of 
jo>", that this denotes one that desires ; and it is impossible that 
desire should belong to that which is unintelligent % [ as Nature is 
held by the Sankhyas themselves to be]. 

. ; — 

^PlWtft f^wywi i ^f*rcta% Tift % * *wK** ^im^q«< 
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6. [He support* the orthodox view by another argument as 
follows]. 

i *r%^r^r* tow srcf% a \c I 

Aph. 19. And [the ono " consisting of 
For, Mitfar oftha, j .. MIlnot be aB illferior tovA} or Nature, 
U loAat* ire ar« directed ' „ , . . iL . . . 

(o „«,„>« ^hr, n m the »=r.pture teaches that in this 

or* directed to aspire [ — which can therefore mean nothing else 
ttfter what consists of than the Supreme — ] there is the beatific** 

faf* tion of that [inferior soul which obtaini 

union therewith]. 

a. That is to say,— for the following reason also the term 
"consisting of joy" cannot mean either any inferior soul or 
[unintelligent] Nature, because the scripture teaches that in 
this—" the one consisting of joy" that we are concerned about— • 
the [Supreme] Soul— there is to take place, in the case of him— 
i. e. of the enlightened inferior soul, union therewith — i. e. union 
with that [Supreme] Soul — [for such is the meaning of] " union 
therewith" — the attaining to the state of Him — [in short] eman- 
cipation.* 

b. Thus has it been settled definitively that [what is spoken 
of in scripture as] " what consists of joy" is the Supreme Soul f 
[and nothing else]. 



rrgrrf^r^: n 
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c. [The next point to be established is this, that it is the 
Supreme Soul that is spoken of in scripture as " the man in the 
sua" and " the man in the eye"]. 

Aph. 20. [God alone is meant when 
It 1» God that is spo- ment j on j s ma( j e in scripture, of that which 
ken of as the man with' 

in the sun and within is 3 within t the s,m and lhe *f e h becttU8 « 
the eye. there is mention of His characteristics [which 

>can belong to none other.] 

a. That is to say — He who is mentioned in scripture as "He 

that is within the sun" and u He that is within the eye," is the 

Supreme alone and no one worldly. Why? — ' ( because there is 

mention of His characteristics" — i. e. because, in these passages, 

there is mention of characteristics [such as absolute siulcssuess] 

that belong only to Him who is the Supreme.* 

6. [At this, as at other points, the commentators enter into de- 
tails which the fear of prolixity constrains us to pretermit], 

c. Moreover t [He that is spoken of as "the man in the sun" 
is some one elae than the sun's soul — as is proved by the argument 
lieie following]. 

Apit. 21. And [ it is not the personal soul of the sun— the 
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•olar congener of the anima mundi— that is spoken of as " the 
xnan in the sun" — ] because mention is made of a distinction [bet- 
ween these two]. 

a. That is to say— The "man" that is spoken of in scripture 
as being within the sun and within the eye, is some one other 
than any inferior soul which has the fancy [ — erroneous in tho 
case of any soul that fancies it has a body at all — ] that its body 
is the sun. Why ? — " because mention is made of a distinction." 
[One of the passages cited in regard to this, is the one beginning] 
" He who, standing in the sun, yet other than the sun" &c.f 
[conf. § 20. b], 

b. [The next point to be established is this that it is the Sup-. 
reme Soul that is spoken of as the Ether in such a passage of 
scripture, as the one beginning] " ' Of this world what is the re- 
fuge?' To this he replied— « The Ether' &c". 



Aph. 22. The Ether, [in certain passa- 
If is God that ts in eer- ^ eg ^ must De understood to mean God,] by 
tain passages spoken of ^ q( ^ characteristics [ w hi c h are, in 

as the Ether. \ , . , . 

such passages, attributed to that which is 



there spoken of as the Ether], 
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a. That is to say- It is proper to understand, by the word 
Ether, God, Whj " by reason of his characteristic" : — that it 
to say, because, in this passage [ § 21 b.~], we find mentioned 
inch a fact as that of being the creator of the great elements, 
which character belongs [onlvj.to Him— i. e. to God.* 

b. [The •* breath of life/' in like manner, is held to stand for 
0od, in such a passage as} " «Wbo is that deity* ?«— To this 
lie replied— » The breath of life.' "t 

i *m xrj? in* xTn o \ 

Apb. 23. For just the same reason, 
7/ 1# God that u in „ the breath of m » r ia to be understood 
eertam possess *f,oken *> 
qm tk. Breath of (/* to mean God J 

a. " Fur just the same reason :" — that is to say, for the reason 
stated in the preceding aphorism [ § 22] viz, " by reason of 
His characteristics/' [vrliich could not be predicated of the mere 
" breath of life/'] it is G:>d alone that is meant by the breath of 
life/' [in the passage cited under § 22. b ] 

b. But then [—some objector may go on to say — ] let that 
pass — that ia the passage about the breath of life [ § 22 A.] 

— - ' . i i ■ i ■■ ■ — m mm I 
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the [disputed] term does mean God, since the characteristics of 
God [ — we are willing to admit — ] are present [in that instance} j 
— but [ i lie same argument will not avail you in the following 
passage, where we object to your assuming that the term * the 
light" means God] '« Now the light that shines from beyond that 
the abode of the celestials &c." The word "light," here can mean 
only the sua or some other created splendour, for this the word 
notoriously is employed to denote; but it cannot mean God, who 
is without limits, because it is here spoken of as having a limit, 
when it is styled " the light beyond the abode of the celestials" 
&c. [well — rejoins the commentator—] this [objection] haviug 
presented itself, it is declared* [as follows.} 

B ^rfrT^TnrTf*nrRTfT^ It ^8 8 

- 

It is God that » in Apn 24 The „ ]ight „ |- in certnin pn3 _ 
certain passages spoken ~ ... . . 

cfus the the Light sages means God], because there is men- 
tion of /tat [which no ordinary light can be 

taid to possess.] 

a. That is to say — here [i. e. in the passage cited under 
§ 23. £.} it is God alone that is meant by the word «' light." 
Why ? — " because of the mention of feet" : — that is to say, be- 
cause the Elements are spoken of as the feet [of this light,-^- 
and light, in the ordinary sense of the word* does not mean 
anything that has feet, — and these feet are . spoken of] in such 
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phrases as M The feet thereof are the pervading elements" 
[ — which phrase is employed] in respect of God when regarded as 
residing in that text [ — the most revered of all the texts of Scrip- 
ture] cilia.] the Gbjitri, which is declared to have four feet by 
the text beginning with " the Gayatrt, indeed, is all this" &c* 

b. Moreover [ — the commentator remarks — ] although — by 
tlio expression "from beyond that" &c. [ § 23. £.] the mention 
is [ ipparently at least] of what has limits &c, yet this is not 
opposed to its being God ; for, [in accordance with the canon of . 
interpretation laid down in § 11 c] the passage in question is 
intended to enjoin certain religious observances [in regard to the 

" light"]. Besides — the word " light" is notoriously employed in 
the theological portions of the Veda to denote God ; therefore 
it is a settled point that here [§ 23. £.] the word " light" means 
God.f 

c, [The next aphorism opposes the suggestion that the feet 
spoken of § 21. a., are the feet of the verse called the GdyatrS, 

tn*rrfi[rci«r; ft 

J The discordance in gender here is a Vaidik licence. 
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— such verse having four hemistichs, the name for which is the 
tame as that for a foot.] 

n sftwrrafr ^ rnrT *fitt s^fa^pT^rr- 

FTAyif conno/ 6«fA« Aph. 25. If you say that it is the t?en»e 
GJyat.i that is tarred r_ 8ee j 24. c— of which it is intended to 
to in such a passage. ^ Qofc the T^ity—see § 24,-] it is 

not so ; because there is the direction to fix one's mind [on God] 
thus [i. c. through the medium of the Gdyatrf] ; for of such 
a way [of directing the mind to the contemplation of the deity] 
there is a view [of more than one example iu scripture.] 

a. " Thus — that is to say, because there is the direction or 
mention, of fixing one's mind or concentrating one's thoughts, 
by means of the verse [the GdyatrQ, on the Deity [regarded u«] 
resident therein* [— § 24. a.] 

b. " For of such a way there is a view :" — that is to say,— in 
other passages also, by means of some modification [ :f God- 
such as the sun, the ether, &c.,] the worshipping of God [re- 
garded as] resident therein, is seen [to be enjoined]. N. 13., 

there is a view of" means " there is seen." f 

11 " * 

* rP2TT I ^TgT^T TOTt STOfa %7tT^m^I I farT- 
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c. Therefore it is a settled point that in the preceding pasmg* 
[ — see § 23. b.~\ it is God alone that is referred to, and not the 
verse * [called the Gdyatrt — see § 25.] 

d. [He subjoins a further reason.] 

Aph. 26. And [the fact is] thus [i. e. 
AfiHJierrea.onvhy ^ ^ Qofc ^ ^ caUed thd 

1/ cannot be the Gdya* . \ 

Ui that it referred to. Ga y at » 13 referred to in the passage under 

discussion] because we meet with the men- 
tion of the elements fyc, as the feet [ — see § 21 — of that which 
is referred to in the passage in question.] 

a. [That is to say] : — for the following reason also, it is to be 
understood that, in the passage respecting the Gdyatrt [§ 24. c], 
it is God alone that is referred to :— such is the meaning of the 
word " thus" [in the aphorism § 56]. Why? " because the 
mention of the elements &c, as the feet can apply, [only to 
God]" : — that is to say, because the designation " The Gdyatrt 
u with its four feet, [which] are the elements, the earth, the 
u body, and the heart," can apply to God alone ; for the men- 
tion of feet in the sh ape of the elements &c, can have no reference 
to the [verse called the] Gayatra— a thing consisting of a con- 
glomeration of alphabetical cbaracters.t 

b. [The objector next proceeds to argue that what is spoken 

t ttw TT*rnftaT35i 3rfrT*rr^f*r?zi*2r i ro ; rT «ff*nwfir- 
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ef in one passage as being " in the sky/' canuot be that which is, 
in another passage, spoken of as the Light shining te from beyond 
the sky." To this the author, who holds that it is God who is 
referred to in both passages, replies as follows.] 



God may be referred Aph. 27- If [ you say that it is] not 
to under different as- f God thafc ig spoken of ^ ft cemitl e 

pects as regards loca- . ., . „ , . - . 4l , , 

My whilst He zs spoken of in another] because 

there is a difference of declaration [in res- 
pect of what is spoken of in the one passage and in the other], 
it is not [as you say], because there is no incompatibility [in His 
being referred to] even in both. 

a. 1 If you say that it is not so, because there is a difference 
of declaration' : — [to explain this ; — suppose an objector says] 
but then, as regards the preceding passage [see § 23], the sky, 
in the passage « In the sky the immortal triad of feet thereof," is 
mentioned in the 7th [or locative] case as the locus in quo there- 
of [i. e., as the place in which is that which is spoken of— be that 
what it may and, on the other hand,] in the passage " Now 
the Light 'that shines thence from beyond the sky" [§ 23], the 
sky is mentioned in the 5th [or ablative] case as the limit [from 
beyond which shines whatever Light that may be that is spoken 
of] :— and so, since this difference of cases involves a difference 
of declaration [in respect of what is thus declared to be in, and 
what is declared to be beyond the sky], it is impossible to recog- 
nise, in the passage that speaks of the Light, [that which is spo- 
ken of in the oUier passage so that, granting that the one 
passage speaks of God, it is clear the other does not] :— well, if 
any one says all this, it is replied No why ?— « because there 
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is no incompatibility [in His being referred to] even in both ; M — 
that is to say, because there is nothing to prevent His being 
recognised even in two descriptions involving different declen- 
sional terminations* [ — for what is to prevent our regarding God 
as existing at once within this " visible diurnal sphere" and beyond 
it]? 

b. Therefore it is a settled point that it is the Supreme Soul 
alone that is spoken as the Light [iu the passage cited under 
§ 23] and not any other created light.f 

c. But then [some objector will say,] iu the Upanishad called 
the Kaushitaki Brdhmana, iu the narrative of Indra and [king] Pra- 
tardana, we hear [in reply to Pratardana's question respecting the 
' summum bonum'], " He [Indra] said — ■ I am the life, in the 
"shape of perfect knowledge do thou [that seekest to obtain 
u the summum bonum] worship me, that life immortal.' " In this 
passage [the objector will say] the word " life" means Indra's vital 

». 

— — ; ■ ► 
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spirit, for such is notoriously the sense of the terra, — and it does 
not mean the Supreme Soul. This [objection] having presented 
itself, it is declared as follows.*— 

II TnW^TFTWm'. II ^ II 

That the term Life, Avu. 28. The Life f — § 27- c. — means 
in a certain passage, God alone] because of the conclusion that it 
means God, shown from ^ condusion is forced ug 

the context, 

by an examination of the context]. 

a. That is to say, — there [i. e. in the passage cited under § 27- 
c.]the word 'life* means God alone: — why? — "because of the 
conclusion that it does so" — i. e. t because we must conclude, or 
admit, that it does so — i. e. that it does mean God. J 

b. To explain, — Pratardana, verily, [when he received the re- 
ply of Indra, § 27. c.,] was enquiring what was the thing most 
desirable for man. To him, thus desirous of the summum bonum, 
the injunction to worship the Life is given in the passage begin- 
ning " lam the Life" &c. And [—since God alone is the sum- 
mum bonum and the sole proper object of worship—] how can that 
which is thus indicated as the chief end of man be the vital spirit 
[of Indra] ? Therefore, by looking forwards and backwards [and 

1TTTT II 
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thus bringing the light of the context to bear upon the question) 
it is settled for certain that the terra ' Life' [in § 27. c] means God 
alone.* 

[c. — The objector being understood still to contend that Indra 
cannot mean God by the term 'Life,* when he is speaking of him- 
self as the ' Life/ the following aphorism is enunciated]. 

* ft 5T SJ^^rr^-nr^mf^frT ^WTc*W*W 

Aph. 29. — If [you say that it is] not 
A change °fj^^ [God that it meant by the term ■ Life r in the 
7bl!LlfZ°LLTthat passage under § 27 c.,] because the speaker 
change if intended. ^ s mentioning himself— [it is replied that it is 



God] — for in this [section of the Veda where 
the passage occurs] there is abundance of reference to the Super- 
intending Spirit [—and a change of referepce is not to be supposed 
without some evidence that a change is intended]. 

a.— [That is to say — we may suppose the objector to con- 
tinue:] but then what you say— viz., that the term 'Life' [§2/ 
c] means God — is not right ; — such is the meaning of the ' not r 
[the first word in Aph. 29]. "Why [is it not right] ? ' Because the 

. — 
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speaker is mentioning himself* — i.e. because it is of himself that the 
speaker, viz., Indra, is making mention.* 

b. — To explain ; — [the objector says that God is not meant ] 
because the speaker, viz. Indra, a certain embodied kind of deity, 
indicates himself to Pratardana in that egotistic speech beginning 
with " Come-— do thou know me" — and then going on "/am the 
Life, in the shape of perfect knowledge" &c. Therefore this is a 
mention of the deity [Indra] himself, [and not of the Supreme 
Soul]. This [objection] having presented itself, it is declared 
[§29 — that it is not so — ] "for in this there is abundance of 
reference to the Superintending Spirit j" — that is to say — for, or 
because, in this, viz., section [of the Kaushilaki Brdhmaqa — § 27. 
c], there is found abundance, or a great deal, of reference to the 
Superintending Spirit, or of relation to the Supreme Soul. There- 
fore — i. e. from the abundance of reference to the Supreme Soul 
[in the section in question, which is almost entirely concerned 
therewith,] — it is a settled point that it is God, under the aspect of 
the Life, and not any [embodied] deity, that is here spoken of.f 

» 

- 

* mini JT&ft **9wfaf?r srsrsn i : it- 
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c.—Vfhj then does the speaker talk of himself [ if it be God 
that is meant in the passage in which Indra— see § 27- c— says 
" / am the life" &c] ? This having become a matter of dubi- 
tation, he declares as follows.* 



Aph. 30. But the mention, [by Indra, 
The identification of q( himse jf as the Supreme Spirit], was with 
one's self with another r u- i 4-u~ 

accordant with scripture. an e y e t0 the Scripture, [which authorises 

such a form of expression], as Vamadeva 

[identifies himself, in another place, with Manu and with SuryaJ. 

a. — That is to say — the mention of the speaker, Indra, in the 
passage " Do thou know me" &c." [§ 29. £.] is to be understood 
with an eye to the scripture :— that is to say, he [Indra] was 
speaking whilst looking upon the matter under that scriptural 
view which is conveyed in the text "/myself [—whoever may 
" be the speaker — ] am the Supreme Soul."t 

b. Of this [way of regarding one's self as identified with an- 
other] there is an example [cited in the aphorism—in the words] 
1 as Vamadeva'; — that i3 to say — as VXmadeva, in accordance 
with the scriptural view, said " I was Manu, and J was Surya." 
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Therefore it is a settled point that this passage [see § 27. C.] re- 
fers to God under the aspect of ' the Life.'* 

c. [In the next aphorism a compromise in regard to the pas- 
sage cited under § 27. c. is rejected.] 

aph. 31. If [you say that it is] not [God alone that is meant by 
the term ' Life' in the passage under § 27 c] because there is 
here the mark by which the [embodied] soul aud that by which 
the breath of life is recognised [then we reply] Nay, — be- 
cause [if the case were as you pretend, then] there would be 

three sorts of worshippings [enjoined], and because those [cha- 
racteristics] are here annexed by reason of which the term must 
[ be seen to ] refer [to God alone.] 

a. But then [the objector — aiming at a compromise — may 
say], what you remark [in aph. 29], that the 'Life' does not 
mean the [embodied] deity [Indra], because there is such abun« 
dant reference [in the section where the term occurs] to the Su- 
preme Soul ; — this is quite true. Still the passage does not re- 
fer solely to God, but it refers also to the [embodied] soul, and to 
the chief spirit [the breath of life]. Why?— ' because there is 
here the mark by which the [embodied] soul and that by which 
the breath of life is recognised;' — that is to say, there is the 
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mark by which the [embodied] soul is recognised, and the mark 
by which the breath of life is recognised.* 

b. [To pass over the arguments by which the objector at- 
tempts to show that three things, and not merely one, are refer- 
red to in the passage under discussion, — the commentator, ex- 
plaining the rejection of any compromise, says] — if you say 
that it is not God [alone that is meant, — then we say] No ; — 
that is to say — it is not proper [to say as you do]. Why ? — ' be- 
' cause there would be a threefold case of devotion, ; — that is to 
say, —because, if the case were such [as you attempt to make it 
out to -be], we should have [enjoined upon us ] a worshipping of 
three descriptions, viz. (I) a worshipping of the [embodied] 
soul, (2) a worshipping of the breath of life, and (3) a wor- 
shipping of God ;t [for Indra, in the disputed passage, enjoins 
the worshipping of ' the Life', whilst, of course, none but God 
can be the proper object of worship.] 

c. Since, on the supposition that God is meant, the whole, 
from first to last, is one consistent discourse ; it is improper to 
suppose that there are different discourses. Therefore, since the 
word ' Life' is employed elsewhere— viz. in [the passage referred 
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to in aph. 23 — viz.] the text "For the same reason the Life [means 
God," — since — we repeat — the word ' life' is there employed] 
as referring to God, in virtue of the character it tic of God 
[there recognised — see § 22]; so it is a settled point that here also 
the mention is solely of God, because of there being annexed [see 
— § 28. b. — ] the mention of characteristics that belong to God 
alone — such as that of being the sum mum bonum.* 

d. So much for the first quarter of the first lecture, entitled 
• The Distinct Definition of the Supreme Soul.'f 

e. [Let us here take a restrospective 
Retrospective glance, glance at the ground gone over. In the 

, first place it is to be remarked that the aim 
of this division of the Aphorisms is to determine distinctly 
what is meant by the term God, and by what other terms in 
Scripture God is meant. The former of these questions is de- 
termined in the first four aphorisms, the latter in the remaining 
twenty-seven. 

/. As the enquiry is conducted with the view of ascertaining 
the sense of Scripture, it will be observed that all the reasonings 
proceed on the hypothesis ( — see the Nyaya Aphorisms, Book I 
No. 30, — ) that the authority of Scripture is not disputed. 

G 
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g. Of the twenty- seven aphorisms in which it is sought to 
determine what are the terms by which, in Scripture, it is 
God that is really meant, Mr. Colebrooke, in his essays Vol. 1 . p. 
338, gives the following summary : — 

" The omnipotent, omniscient, sentient cause of the universe, is 
" (dnandamaya) essentially happy. He is the brilliant golden per- 
" son, seen within (antar) the solar orb and the human eye. He 
" is the etherial element {dkds'a), from which all things proceed 
" and to which all return. He is the breath (prdna) in which all 
H beings merge, into which they all rise. He is the light (jyotish) 
«' which shines in heaven, and in all places high and low, everywhere 
" throughout the world, and within the human person. He is the 
" breath (prdna) and intelligent self, immortal, uudecaying 
" and happy, with which Indra, (in a dialogue with Pratardana, ) 
" identifies himself." 

The reader of this summary must not understand it as contain- 
ing the Ved&ntin's description of God. The risk of its being so 
understood might perhaps have been best avoided by converting 
each of the propositions, and making the predicate take the 
place of the subject. No doubt the Vedautin holds that God is 
everything, and therefore all these things ; but ba*darayana, in 
his twenty-seven aphorisms, is not concerned about establishing 
this, or anything like it. He is bent on declaring, not that God 
is this that or the other thing, but on determining that this that 
and the other term, which might seem, in certain passages of 
scripture, to mean something else than God simply, really is 
employed in the sense of nothing else than God 6imply. 

h. Since a reader not conversant with the topics handled by 
badarayana may be apt to think that needless difficulties are 
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occasionally started, aud needless trouble taken to remove them, 
we would here refer the reader to our remarks at the conclusion 
of the first Book of the Nyaya Aphorisms. Badarayana did 
not make the difficulties, but he found them. The objections 
were extant ; and those that had any show of plausibility — whilst 
the objector conceded the authority of the Vedas — BadarX r ana, 
bent on demonstrating the consistency of the Vedas, did not con- 
sider himself at liberty to ignore]. 
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